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I. Objectives * * . ' 

General objectives for the follow-up study af employers of MVCC occupa- 
. tional program graduates Here: 



A. 

B. 

C. 

D." 
E. 



To determine whether the graduate possessed the necessary human 
relations abilities, communication skills', problem-solving skills, 
technical skills and life skills to function effectively in his/ 
her' present position. 

To determine the quality and quantity of work by MVQC occupational 
graduates-. 

' M 

To determine the suitability of the MVCC occupational graduate for 
the job . 

To determijie the overall attitude of the employee towards work. 

To determine the relationship of MVCC achievement to employer eval- 
uation. ' ' ~ 



F. . To determine strengths and weaknesses in the MVCC occupational pro- 

gram areas. f / 

I 

G. To determine whether or not employers would hire additional MVCC 
graduates. 

. * » 

II. Procedures 0 

Employers of occupational program graduates (Business, Health Science, 
% Technological and Public Service) jwho graduated during the 1275-76 aca- 
demic year were identified ii? an occupational graduate follow-up survey 
conducted in fall 1976. Additional employers names were identified -by 
the various program coordinators. The 1976 occupational graduate survey 
results showed that 76% of the graduates were working' full-time, N 231. 
Of that number, 131 (57%) supplied MVCC with employers 1 names. . Each 
employer was mailed : a questionnaire (November 1976) and was asked to- 
have the iihmediate supervisor of the MVCC graduate complete the evalua- 
tion. A second questionnaire was mailed to employers who had not re- 
sponded to tW first mailing. One hundred twenty-one, of the 131 employers 
' responded (92% response rate). Table 1 summarizes the response patterns 
foif the occupational program areas . 

Table 1 , 
• • Employer Response Pattern by Program Are$ 



• 


^ <No.;of 
Graduates 
in Study 


Percent of 
Graduates 


•No. of 
Quest ionn aires • 
Returned 


Percent 
Responses 


Percent 

Response 

Rate 
# 


Business ' ' 




24% 


29 


2%Z 


94%- 


Heaath Science 


55 


"42 


. 52 


43 


95 


Putilic* Service 


' . 33 




• • 31 


26 • 


94 


Technology 


\ 12 


9' 


9 




. 75 


TOJTAL 


;. 13r 


' 100%/ ." 


• ... 121 ' » '* 


100% 


92% 



Due" to the Jack of sampling procedures and incomplete identification 
of all employers of occupational graduates, results of this survey 
cannot be generalized to all MVCC occupational program graduates. 
However, the results do provide program area evaluation data. ' 

Study Results - 

The survey results are^ summarized for all occupational graduates and 
for each skill area by program. ^ 

A. Composite Evaluation 

A composite evaluation (total score for the questionnaire) for" « 
1976 is displayed in Figure 1 for the four program areas" arid' all 
occupational program graduates. *^* M 

^Although there are Variations in the ayerage rating fey each pro- ' 
gram and overall, results of the 1975 and 1976 employer evklua- 
tion of occupational graduates shows that, in general, MVCC occupa- 
tional graduates maintained their Good rating. ■ ' v ~ 

♦ 

In W76, the range of ratings for various MVCC program areas was 
from 2.8 to 3.1.. Public Service graduates received a rating 
value of 3.1, Good. Health Science graduates, and Technological 
* graduates received a rating value of 2.8, Good. 

, - '* 

* - i 

4 Comparing the 1975 employer ratings with the 1976- employer ratings < 

of MVCC occupational graduates shows that the composite rating and i 

-fehe ratings vfor the majot program' ardas were lower in 1926 than 

they were in 1975. *\ ' 



B. Human Relati on Skills Evaluation < # 

■ ~, : — 

Figure 2 displays the composite evaluation for human relation skills 

- The ratings for 1976 occupational graduates 1 humah relation skills 
had a range from 2.9 to 3°. 5. The rating value 3.5 was^ssigited to 
"Cooperates with fellow workers to get job done," "Cooperates with 

. supervisor" and "Helps people who 'ask for assistance." - The" 2.9 
rating Was assigned to "Promotes the use of new ways 'of doing things 

Result? of the 1975 arid 1976 employer evaluation*" of human relation 
skills of 'occupational graduate^ shows that, £n general, MVCC occupa 
tional graduates still- maintain their Good rating, i.$., the overall 
human relation skills means had minor variations-, from 1975 to 1976. 
Eight human relation skills were evaluated by employer^ of occupa- 
tional graduates. Three ratings for human relation skills were 
higher i n 1976 than in 1975* The remaining five ratings were iden- • 
tical' for 1975 and 1976* The human relation skills which had higher 
ratings for 1976 were: "Accepts direction without becoming resent- 
ful, 11 "Helps people who ask for assistance" and "Is accessible .to 
others." ^ • / 



FIGURE I 



COMPOSITE EVALUATION FOR HUMAN RELATIONS/ COMMUNICATION SKILLS 
PROBLEM SOLVING SKILLS. TECHNICAL SKILLS. LIFE'SKILLS, AND GENERAL STATEMENTS 



EXCELLENT 
4.0 N 




INTERPRETATION: SPLIT IN LINE SHOWS WHERE MEAN FALLS 

DARKENED ARE/fS SHOW ONE-HALF STANDARD DEVIATION ABOVE 
MEAN AND ONE-'-HALF STANDARD DEVIATION BELOW- MEAN 



- FIGURE 2 - 
HUMAN RELATIONS SKILLS EVALUATION 



COOPERATES WITH FELLOW 
WORKERS TO GET JOB 1975 
DONE , | 9 ^ 



EXCELLENT 
4.0 N 




COOPERATES WITH 
SUPERVISOR 



1975 
1976 



PRESENTS IDEAS AND ■ 
RECOMMENDATIONS IN A 1975 
NON-OFFENDING WAY . | 97g 



PROMOTES THE USE OF 
NEW WAYS OF DOING 
THINGS 



1975 
1976 



DEVELOPS COURSE OF 
ACTION WHEN DIFFERENT 
VIEW POINTS PRESENTED 



1975 
1976 



•%ACCE 
OUT 



<9k DIRECTION WITH- 
BWOMING, RESENTFUL 



197# 

1976 



HELPS PEOPLE WHO ASK 
FOR ASSISTANCE 



1975 
1976 



IS ACCESSIBLE TO 
OTHERS 



1975. 
1976 



.OVERALL EVALUATION OF 1975 
HUMAN RELATIONS SKILLS \§ 7 q 



1.5 



2.0 



2.5 



3.0 



•3.5 



4.0 



10 



INTERPRETATION: SPLIT IN LINE .SHOWS WHERE MEAN FALLS 

DARKENED AflEAS SHOW ONE-HALF STANDARD DEVIATION ABOVE 
MEAN AND ONE-HALF STANDARD DEVIATION BELOW MEAN 



Table 2 displays- the results oF human relation skills evaluation by 
* program area,* * ' * ' 



The ratings in the .Business programs had .arrange from Gopd t td 
Excellent. An Excellent rating was received for "Cooperates with 
"supervisor." Good ratings werfc received for ' "Promotes £he use of * 
new*ways of doing things," "Develops -an acceptable course of action 
when different points *a£^view are presented." Overall, Business / 
graduates were r^fed Good-Excellent in human relation skills, the 
game fating that they received in 1975. 

* • * 

Comparing the 1975 ratings with the 1976 ratios of business grad- 
ua£es shows \hat the ratings of all aspttts of human relation 4 skills 
were identic^ foj: 1975 and^.976. 

The ratings for HesCLth «jSclenGe graduates had a range, f rpm Fair-Good 
•to Good-Excellent. "Cooperates with feljow workers to get job done," 
"Cooperates with supervisor," "Accepts direction wi,t±out becoming 
resentful," "Helps people who a^k for assistance" ariltels accessible 
Jto others" received" a Good-Excellent 'rating. The Fair^Good rating, 
was obtained by "Promptes the use of..*new ways of doing things ," . 
From 1975 to-J.976 -the ratings of four human relation skills were .1 
higher. The ratings ware higher" for "Cooperates with fellow workers, 
-to get job done," "Accents direction withoift becoming resentful, 11 ". 
"Helps 'people who ask frr assistance" and "l& accessible to others:" 
^^Hie ratings from. 1975 to 1976 were Identical for "Cooperates with' 
^^■upervisor," "Presents the i<^as and recommendations to person or. (> 
^^groups 'in a non-of fending way" and "Develops an acceptable course « 
of action when different points, of view are presented." ^ The* rating 
for "Promotes the use of new ways of doing things" was lower in value 
; for 1976 occupational graduates. In general, from 1975 to l$76 ' . 
Health Science gfca^ates retained their Good fating on human relation 

skills evaluation. \ ^ . , *• * • * 

* • * 

Th6 range of ratings for Public Service graduates on human* relation m 
skills were from Good to Good-Excellent. "Promoted the use of new 
^ ways of doing things" and "Develops an acceptable course of action 
when different points of view are presented," were rate,d Good in ' 
19.76. The remaining items on the human relation scale -received a 
rating value of Good-Excellent. With the exception bf "Presents^ 
ideas and recommendations to persons or groups :ki a non-of fending 
.way" which jtfent from a Good in 1975 to a Good-Excellent, in 1976,' ' 
the remaining aspects^ f human relation skills were identical for 
1975 and 1976. There was change in the overall rating of Public 
Service graduates on humanvrelation skills from ^975 to 1976. 
. - ' ' . f* , 

Employers rated the "human relation sicills of Technology graduates 
from Good to Excellent. "Cooperates with supervisors ".was rated 
as Excellent. "Presents ideas and recommendations to persons or 
groups in*a non-offending way;" "Promotes the use of new ways of 
doing things," "Develops an acceptable course of action when dif- 
ferent points of view are' presented," "Accepts direction without 
becoming' resentful* 1 ahd "Is accessible t;o others" received the * , 
rating value Good. ' • * ' * 



- ) 



Table 2 

Human Relations Evaluation by Program Area 
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* F 



Excellent 

Good 
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/ 


Business 


.Health .Science 


Public Service 


Technology 


% 

1 1 

i tem % • 


1975 , 
Ratine 


1976 ' 
Rating 


1975 

Ivo L» -L.il g 


1976 


1975 
iva ting 


1976 
xxauing 


1975/ 
Kating 


1976 
Rating 


Cooperates with fellow workers to 
get job done 


G-E 


G-Er . 


A 

G 


G-E 


• * * 
G-E 


G-E 


* 

- E 


. G-E 


Cooperates with supervisor - 


' E 


E ' 


G-E . 


G-E 


G-E* 


G-E • 


G-E 


E 


Presents ideas .and recommendations 
to persons or groups* in a non- 
of fen dint? uav 


G-E 


G-E' 


^ G 


• 

' • G 


G 


G-E • 


< . G 


»< 

C G 


Promotes the use of new ways of 
*idoing things 


G 


G • 


G 


F-G 


G y 


G ' • 


G 


G" 


-Develops an acceptable course of' 
action when different points of 
view are presented 


G 


G 


G 


G 


* G 


G 


*G 


G 


Accepts direction without beconling 
resentful 


G-E 


G-E 


G 


G-E 


G- E * 


GrrE 


' G 


G 


Helps people who ask for assistance 


. G-E 


G-E 


G 


G-E 


G-E 


G A E 


E 




Is accessible to others 


G-E 


G-E 


G 


G-E ' 


G-E 


G-E 


E 


G 


OVERALL 


G-E ' 


G-E 


G 


G 


G-E 


G-E 


G-E 


G 
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Overall, Technology graduates went from a composite rating, of Good- 
Excellent *in 1975 to* a rating of Good in* 1976. When comparing 
individual aspects from r 1975 to 1976, one rating value was higher 
in value, four rating values remained the same in value and three 
rating/values were down. "Cooperates with supervisor" went from a 
Good-Excellent in 1975 to an Excellent in 1976. Lower ratings were 
obtained in 1976 for "Cooperates with fellow workers to get job 
done," "Helps people who ask for assistance" and "Is accessible to 
others." The ratings remained the same for "Presents, ideas and 
recommendations to persons -or groups in a non-offending way," "Pro- 
motes the use of new ways of doing things," "Develops an acceptable 
course of action^when different points of view are presented" and 

"Accepts direction without becoming resentful." 

• * 

Employers of occupational graduates rated "Cooperates with fellow 
workers to get job done," ^Develops^ an acceptable course of action 
when different joints of view are presented," "Helps people who" 
ask for assistance" and "Is accessible to others" the same across 
all programs. " * 

The Business programs, Health Science programs and Public Service 
programs retained their overall 1975 ratings in 1976. Public . 
Service graduates obtained more Good- Excellent ratings on human 
relation skills ftom their employers than graduates of other pro- 
gram areas . 

Communication Skills Evaluation 

The composite ev^liation for communication skills is displayed in' 
Figure 3. 

Overall, the communication skills of occupational graduates were 
rated Good. The ratings had_a, i^n^e #rom 2.9 to 3.4. A rating 
value of 3.4 was assigned to " As ks r questions which clarify tasks." 
The rating value 2.9 # was assigned to "Poised when speaking to 
groups.". * . 

T&ble 3 displays the questionnaire results of communication skills 
evaluation by program area. ' 

The range of ratings of communication skills in the, Business area 
ranged from Good to Good-Excellent. "Asks questions which clarify 
tasks" was rated Good-Excellent. The remaining communication skills 
were rated Good. 

Of the seven aspects of communication skills, three akill areas wejre 
rated identically in 1975 arid 1976, three skill areas were lower in' 
value in 1976 than in 1975 and' one skill area was higher in 1976. 
than in 1975. .The ratings were identical in 1975 and 1976 for 
"Organizes thoughts in writing," "Adapts writing the audifence" 
and "Poised when speaking to groups." The communicatiorL skill areks 
that had lower ratings in i976 were: "Uses appropriate grammar and 
spelling in writing," "Accomplishes tasks in group situations" and 



- FIGURE 3 - 
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Table 3 * ' . ' # " 

Communication Skills Evaluation ^by Program Area 



Item 


Business 


Health .Science 


h • 

Public Service 


Technology 


1975 


. 1976 


1975 

r 

> 


1976 


1Q75 


A7 /O 


inic 

iy / j 


ii a i c 


Organizes thoughts in writing 


G 


G ' 




G . 


- "' r — * 


g : 


G 


F-G 


Uses appropriate grammar and spelling 
in writing 


G-°E 


'G ^ . 


G 


G-E 


°f " 

Qt-E 


G 


G 


G 


Adapts writing to the audience 


G 


G 


G 


- G-E 


/ G 




G 


G 


Poised when speaking fcg^.groups 


G 


* G 


G ' 


G 


G 


G 


,G 


G 


Afccomplishes tasks in group 
situations ' 


G-E 


? 

G 




G 


G-E 


G-E 


' G 


G 


Listens to viewpoints of others 


G-E 


• G 


G 


G-E 


G-E 


G-E 


G 


G-E 


Asks questions which clarify task 


G 




G 


G-E 


IG-E 

I 


G 


G 


G 


OVERALL 


G 


G 


G 


G-E 


3-E 


G 


G 


G 



Key ; £ * Excellent 
G « Gpod ; 
F n Fair 



18 
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• , Listens tor viewpoints of others." "Asks questions which clarify 
tasks' was* ratetf higher in 1976 than in 1975. Qye^ll, Business 
graduates maintained their Good rating from 1975 to 1976. 

For Hearth' Science, the 'range of ratings for communication skills ' 
was from^Good to Good-Excellent. "Uses .appropriate grammar -and / 
spelling in writing," "Adapts writing to audience," "Listens to 
viewpoints of others" and "Asks .questions which clarify tasks"" 

• were rated Good-Excellent. The remaining communication skills 

• .were rated Good. 

m 'i . 

FoTir of the seven aspects of communication skills had hfgher rating 
values in 1976 than^ in 1975. The remaining three aspects had iden- 
tical ratings in 19,75 and 1976. Communication skiils evaluation 
were higher in 19?6t for "Uses appropriate grammar and spelling in 
writing," "Adapts writing to audience," ^Listens to viewpoints of' 
others" and "Asks questions which clarify tasks." "Organizes 
thoughts in writing," "Poised when speaking to groups" and "Accom- 
plishes tasks in gjbup situations" "had identical ratings in 1975 
and 1976. Overall^ the Health Science area went from a Good rating 
in 1975 to a Good-lgccellent rating in 1976 for communication skills. 

1 

The range of rating for Public Service graduates was from Good to 
Good-Excelient. "Accomplishes tasks in group situations," "Listens 
to. viewpoints of others'; and "Asks questions which clarify tasks" 
were rated Good-Excellent. The remaining communication skills were 
rated Good. 

• ; X 

Comparing the 1975 employer ratings of .Public Service graduates with • 
the 1976 ratings indicates six ratings that were 'identical for both 
years and one rating that was lower in 1976 than in 1975. The ratings 
that were maintained from 1975 ,to 1976 were "Organises thoughts in 
writing,"^ "Adapts writing to the audience," "Poised when speaking to 
groups," "Accomplishes tasks in group situations*," "Listens to view- 
points. of others" and "Asks questions which clarify tasks." A lower 
rating value was obtained in 1976 for "Uses appropriate grammar and 
spelling in writing." Overall, the 1976 rating of Good was lower in 
value than the 1975 rating of Good-Excellent. ' 

The range of ratings for Technology graduates was from Fair-Good to 
Good-Excellent. The communication skills that were rated Good^ 
Excellent were "Listens to viewpoints of others^ and "Asks questions 
which clarify tasks."* A Fair-Good rating was received by "Organizes * 
thoughts ^n writing." 

One rating was higher in value in 1976 than in 1975, five rating 
values were identical in 1975 and 1976 and one rating value was lotfer" 
in value in 1976 than in 1975. The ratings that- were maintained from 
1975 to 1976 include: "Uses appropriate grammar and spelling in 
writing/' "Adapts writing to the audience,'! "Poised when speaking to 
groups," "Accomplishes .tasks in group situationsWand "Asks questions 
which clarify tasks." The rating value was higher in value in 1976 
for "Listens to viewpoints of oth'ers." "Organizes thoughts in 
writing" received a lower rating value in 1976.. Overall,- Technology 
graduates maintained their Qopd rating from* 19 75 to 1976. 

• % 
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Employers of occupational graduates rated "Poised when speaking to 
group's 11 and !l Asks questions which clarify task^" the same across all 
. programs . „ 

. Health Science graduates obtained mo re^Good-Excellent 'ratings on 
communication skills from their employer^ than graduates of other \ 
prpgram areas. Technology graduates received the only Fair-Good 
rating from employer^ for an aspect of communication skills, i x 

• * * ' 

Technical Skills Evaluation . \ 1 ■ -+\ 

- , * / • ', 

The composite evaluation of occupational graduates 1 technical skills 
is displayed in Figure 4. / ; * * 

The' range of rating values was from 3.0 to 3.3. "Adapts equipment 
for "new ta^ks received the- rating --value i of ^.0, Good. "Operates 
equipment or instruments j*ltb accuracy," "Cares: for equipment or 
instruments" ancl "Safety r habit;s^-minimlzes chanced for accidents" 
were rate4 as Good technical skill areas, 



^Table 4 displays questionnaire, results" of employers 1 evaluation of 
1976 occupational graduates 1 technical skills. 

The rating values for technical skills in the/Business programs were 
all Good-Excellent. All technical skill area evaluations maintained 
their 1975 ratings in 1976. The "composite rating for the technical 
skills of Business graduates was Good-Excellent^" 

\ < + " ^ , 

For the Health Science graduates all ratings for technical skill 
areas were Good. Comparing 19^> rating values for technical* skills 
with 1976 rating values shows that with the exception of "Adapts 
equipment for new tasks" the rating values were maintained. The - 
rating value was higher in 1976 for "Adapts equipment for new tasks." 
The composite rating for the technical skills jof Health Science 
graduates was Good. - * , "* 

The range of ratings for Public Service 1 graduates was from Good to. 
Good-Excellent for technical skills.- A Good rating was received 
for "Adapts equipment for new tasks." * The remaining areas of tech- 
nical-skills were rated Good-Excellent. 

Comparing 1975 technical skill ratings witl^ 1976 'technical 'skill 
ratings shows- five ratings maintaining their 1975 value' in 1976 and 
one rating that was higher in value in 1976t * "Handles equip- 
ment or instruments with speed" wenfc from a racing value of Good in 
1975 to a Good-Excellent in 1976. Overall, Public Service- graduates** 
maintained their Gbod-Excellent rating, N 

The range of ratings for Technology graduates was from Fair-Good to 
Good-Excellent. "Adapts equipment for .new tasks" received a Fair-r 
Good rating. A Good-Excellent rating was received by "Safety • 
habits — minimizes chances for accidents. 
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Technical Skills Evaluation by Program Area 
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^omp^ring the rating values* for 1975 and 1976 shows one raffing value 
^higher in 1976, one rating value identical fbr 19*75 and 19 7b* anil ¥our w 
ratings. lower in value in 1976- * ?, Saf ety habits—minimizes chances 
for accidents" went f rbm-A rating value of Good in 1975 to a "fcood-** 
Excellent in 1976; "Handles equipment or instruments with 'speed," 
"Operates equipment or -instruments with accuracy," "Cares for equip- 
ment" and "Adapts equipment, for new tasks" had lower rating values 
in 1976. The overall evaluation of the graduates 1 technical skills - 
was Good, down ftom the Good^Excelleht rating by employers of 1975 * 
Technology graduates. ^ * 

' No technical skill areas were rated identical aeross all programs. ", 
\ Business graduates received the largest number of Good-Excellent 

ratings^^ealth* Science graduates, rated Good, and Business gra4-^ ' 
uate£T~rated Good-ExcSllent , were the' only program areas thayt -* 
receive the same rating for all aspects of technical skills. • 

•* . ' * » 

E. Problem-Sfrlving Skills Evaluation % \ 

Figure 5 displays the problem-solving skills of MVCC occupational 
graduates. - \, ^ * * 

The ratings for probleti^solving.skill^fof 1976 occupational grad- 
uates was from 2.9 to, % 3.2. "A^ity to evaluate the solution' 1 was 
rated 2.9 and "Has range qf knowledge required by" job" was rated 
t 3.2. -Overall, the problem-solving abilities of occupational ^grad^ 
uates were rated Good. LitCle variation occurred in*the mean * 1 ' . 
ratings across ^the 12 statements pertaining to problem-solving. 

Jhe evaluation ^of occ&pational graduates .by program grea.is dis- 
« ' played in Tabie'5. . 

The ratings for problem-sblying skills of Business graduates ranged 
from Good to Good-Excellent. "Has the range of knowledge required 
by job" received the Good-ExcelleUt rating. The remaining problem- 
• solving skill /areas were rated Good. 

Comparing 1975 and 1976 employers 1 evaluation of Business graduates 
indicates five areas where ratings were lower in valuk in 197^ and 
three areas where the rating values were identical for\975 and 
19*76. The problen^solving skill areas that had loWer rating' 
values in 1976 were "Ability to recognize a problem," "Ability to 
^ define a problem," "Budgets time for carrying out the 'various work 
activities," "Divides work into individual jobs* and provides a 
method of blending the individual efforts" and "Uses present and 
past information to develop a future course of action." The overall*^ 
rating of Business graj&uates on problem-solving skills went from a, 
Good-Excellent in 1975 to a rating pf Good in 1976. 

* * » 

For the Health Sciences the ratings for problem-solving skills were 
Good. ^ There was no deviation from the 'previous years ratings. ^ 
Overall, the problem- solving skills of Health Science graduates were 
rated Ggpd. ^ 

-<rs 
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.Problem-Solving Skills Evaluation by Program Area 
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The range* of ratings for Public Service graduates were from Good 
to Good-Excellent, The rating Good-Excellent was achieved for: 
"Budgets time for carrying out the various work activities," "Un*-. 
derstands the theory behind the,. tasks performed" and "Has the 
range of knowledge required by job," The remaining problem-solving 
skill areas were rated Good, 

Comparing 1975 and 1976 ratings indicates one area, "Ability to 
recognize *a p^oblen*," h^d a lower rating value in 1976 than in 
1975\ The remaining technical skill areas .maintained identical < 
ratings, foi^. 1975 and 1976. There was^o change in the overall 
rating of Good from 1975 to 1976. 

Technology graduates were rated from Fair-Good to Good-Excellent 
on problem-solving. skills. "Uses present and past information to 
develop a future course of action" was rated^FairrGood. "Ability 
to consider alternative solutions" and "Has range of knowledge 
required by job" wer£ rated Good-Excellent, - 

With the exception of "Ability to consider alternative solutions" 
which had a Good rating value in 1975 and a Good-Excellent rating 
value in 1976, all "other rating values were lower in 1976/ The 
overall rating for Technology graduates on problem-solving skills 
went from»a Good-Excellent in 1975 to a Good in 1976. 

""Ability to recognize a problem," "Ability to define a problem," 
"Ability to implement a solution," "Ability to evaluate a solution," 
"Combines others' efforts into ^a common action," "Divides work into 
individual jobs and provides a method of blending the individual 
efforts" and "Has clepth of knowledge in the various ar^eas required 
by the job" achieved identical ratings across all four program areas 
Public Service graduates had more Good-Excellent ratinfe values than 
the other program graduates. The Health Science graduates received 
a rating value of Good for all problem-solving skills. 

Life Skiils Evaluation 

Figure 6 displays the composite responses to life skills evaluation 
of occupatidnal graduates., 

( The composite evaluation pf the life skills of occupational grad-. 
uates was Good-Excellent. The range of ratings were from 3.3 to 
3.6. A rating value of 3.3 was received by "Adaptable to new sit- 
uations." "Attendance, reports for work regularly" received a 
rating value of 3.6.< These life skills aspects were rated similarly 
in 1975. 

Table 6 displays the questionnaire results of employers 1 evaluation 
of life skills by program area. 

The ratings for the Business graduates were from Good-Excellent to 
Excellent. "Attendance, reports «f or work regularly" was rated 
Excellent. The remaining aspects of life skills were yated Good- 
Excellent. „ - 
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Life Skills Evaluation by Program Area 
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In 1975 and 1976 the rafings were identical for Business graduates. 
The composite rating for the life skills of Business graduates was 
G^bd-Excellent. ' , « N ' ' \ v< 

The range of v ratings for Health Science gra^iate§ were from Good 
to Good-Excellent. '"Appearance , presents^an appropriate in#ge," 
"Attendance, reports for work regularly" and '^Adequate reading • 
skills" were rated Good-Excellent. The remaining life sjcills yere 
rated" Good. * < " / ^ 

Four of the six- aspectsW life skills retained their 1975 ratings 
in 1976. 'Appearance, presents an appropriate image" and "Attend- 
ance f reports for work regularly" had higher rating values in 1976. 
Overall, the' Health Science graduates maintained their Good rating. 



9 The Public Service graduates ; were rated Good-Excellent on all as- 
pects of 'life skills. The only rating value that deviated from its 
1975 ratodftg was "Attendance, reports to work regularly" which went 
from -Excellent .in 1975 to Good-Excellent iiv 19J6. The composite 
rating for Public Sfervice graduates was Good-Excellent. ( 

The range of ratings for life *s1cills of Technology graduates were 
from Good to Excellent. "Appearance, presents an appropriate image" 
and "Adaptable to new Situations" were rated Good. "At tendance,, 
Vreports to work regularly" was rated Excellent". • i 

•J^three of the six life skill areas were -rated lower in value in 1976 
^ than in 1975. The remaining life -skill areas were rated idtentically 
• \ in both 1975 and 1976. The rating values were lower for "Appearance, 
-^S^presents an appropriate image," "Initiative, doing jobs that need 
% doing" and "Adaptable to new situations." Overall, "the Technology 
graduates were* rated Good-Excellent. ; 

The only MLfe skill which received the $am% rating across program 
areas was "Adequate reading skills." Business graduates received 
the highest ratings for life skills. Health Science graduates re- 
ceived the -largest jiumber of Good ratings. A . s 

G. General Statements > 

Figure 7 di%fria#s the jatings of general .statements about occupa- 
tional graduates. * 

Taken as a group, occupational graduates were rated Good-Excellent 
, with respect to quality of work, quantity of work, overall suitabil- 
ity and overall attitude. v * 

Table 7 displays the questionnaire results for the general states 
mentsVjpy program area. , * ^ 

Business and Public Service graduates were rated Good-Excellent on 
each, of the general statements. Health Science and Technology grad- 
uates were, rated Good for "Quantity of work, outpu.t of satisfactory 
amount." Health Science graduates were also rated Good for "The, 
- overall suitability^ of the employee tor the kind of job held^J 
* " * 

y » „ • • 
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Business, Public Service and Technology graduates either maintained 
their respective 1975 ratings or. Improved their ratings. Health 
Science graduates ha<fl lower rating values in 1976 for quantity of 
work and overal^suitabiiity for the job held. 



Relationship of MVCC Achievement to .Employdfr Evaluation 

A one-way analysis of variance was conducted to determirie if there <we re 
differences in the grade-point averages of occupational graduates by 
program area. An F-r^tio of 3.05 was significant th^P < .05 level 
indicating differences in the grade-point averages of graduates by pro- 
gram. The grade-point averages of program grad^eajtfespondi'ng to this 
survey were: Business— 3.296, Health Science^7li9, Public Service— < 
3.298 and Technology —2.883. 

A Scheffe 1 test Was conducted to detfermine where the differences in 
grade-point average exist. The result of this post^hoc comparison test 
indicated that the grade-point averages of Business, Health Science and 
Public Service graduates were not significantly different.- However, 
the grade-point average of Technology graduates was significantly dif- 
ferent (P < .05) than the graderpoint averages of graduates from Busi- 
ness and^Pub lie Service programs. This result implied that the rela- 
tionship between an MVGC graduates 1 grade-ppint average and the employers 
rating could be epcamined by program area. 

A Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient was calculated for each 
program area to determine" if a relationship Existed between a students 1 , 
MVCC grade-point average and his/her ^employer's evaluation.. Jable 8' 
presents the results of this analysis. ^ . 

Although ninp correlation coefficients are different from zero, only a 
slight relationship exists in the Business program area for. G. P. A. and 
life skills. The technology program has relationships existing* for 
G.P.A. and human relation 'skills, 'G.P.A. and probletfi^solving skills, 
G.P.A. and life skills, G.P;A. and quality of work, G.P.A." and quantity 
of work and G.£*-Ar vs. a composite evaluation. No' trend has been found 
fi*qm last year to this year. 

-Eftployability of Other MVCC Graduates 

Employers of 1976 occupational graduates were asked if they would hire 
future MVCC graduates. One hundred three of the 12ft employers, < #5%, 
said that based on their expedience with MVCC graduates they would hire 
future MVCC graduates. f * 

Summary of Results 

/ ... 
A. Composite Evaluatibn /~\ 

1. Consistent with their 1975 ratings, employers rated WJCC • 
training as Good* 



✓ 

2.. Public Service, graduates received the^ highest composite rating. 
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Table 8 

Correlation of MVCC G.P.A. with Employer Evaluations by Program Area 
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* Coefficient is significantly different from zero at the P < .05 level. 
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B 4 . Human Relation Skills Evaluation ^ ' 

- 1. The composite evaluation of human relation skills of occupational 
graduates was. Good. - 4 

2. Business and Public Service graduates received an overall rating 
- of Good-Excellent on human relation skills. * 

3. Health Science graduates were rated Fair-Good for "Promotes the 
use of new'ways.of doing things. 11 

4. Excellent ratings were received by Business arid Technology grad- 
uates fpr "Cooperates with supervisor." 

. % 5 * "Cooperates with fellow workers to get job .done," ."Develops an 

acceptable course of action when different viewpoints are pre- 
sented," "Helps people who ask for assistance" and "Is accessible 
♦ v to others" were rated the &ame across all program areas. 

m t 

6. Public Service graduates obtained more Good-Excellent ratings on 
human relation skills from their employers than graduates of 
other program areas. 

* C. . Communication Skills Evaluation 

1. The composite evaluation of occupational graduates 1 communication 
^ skills was Good. -i 

2. Health Science graduates obtained more Good-Excellent ratings on 
communication skills from their employers than graduates of other 
program areas. 

\ "I 

3. Technology graduates received a Fair-Good rating for "Organizes 
thoughts in writing." 

4. Employers of occupational graduates rated "Poised whea speaking 
to groups" and "Asks questions which clarify tasks" the same 

. across all program areas. * 

5. Health Science graduates were rated Good-Excellent overall, an 
improvement from their 1975 rating. . 

' * D. Technical Skills Evaluation w 

!• The composite rating of occupational graduates^technical skills, 
was Good. * . „ 

* ! 

2. Employers rated all aspects of Business graduates 1 technical 
skills Good-Excellent. * 

^ 3. Technology graduates received a rating of Fair-Good for "Adapts 

equipment for new tasks." . 

4. Health Science graduates, rated Good, and Business graduates, 
rated Good-Excellent, were the only program areas that received- 
th$ same rating for all aspects pf technical skills. 
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Problem-Solving Skills Evaluation - * 

t 

1. The composite rating of occupational graduates* problem-solving * 
skills was 'Good.. 

2. ^Ability to recognize a problem," "Ability to define a problem," 
"Ability to implement a solution," "Ability to evaluate a solu- 
tion," "Combines others* efforts into a common action," "Divides 
work into individual jobs and provides a method of blending the 
individual efforts" and '.'Has depth of knowledge in the various 5 
areas Required by the job" achieved identical .ratings across all 
four ^ogram areas . . ' , « 

0 

3. Public Service graduates had more Good-Excellent rating values 
• than other program graduates. 

4. A Fair-Good rating was' obtained by Technology graduates . for "Usefc - 
present and past information to develop a future course of 

> action. 

5. Health Science graduates received a Good rating for all aspects 
of problem-solving skills. These rating values were consistent 
with their 1975 rating values. 

Life Skills Evaluation 

1. The composite evaluation of the life skills of occupational grad- 
uates' wafs-Gpod-Excellent. 

2. The only life skill which received the same rating across program 
c areas was "Adequate reading skills." 

3. Business graduates received the highest ratings for l^fe skills. 

4. Business and Technology gi^duate's received an Excellent rating 
for "Attendance, reports for work regularly." 

5. Business, Public Service and Technology graduates had, an overall 
rating of Good-Excellent for life skills. 

General Statements Evaluation 

1. Occupational graduates were rated Good-Excellent with respect to 
quality of work, quantity of work, overall suitability and overall 
attitude. * 

f ■ ' 

2. Business and Public Service graduates were rated Good-Excellent 
on each of the. general evaluation statdmenjjs. 

3. Business, Public Service and Technology ^graduates either maintained 
their respective 1975 ratings or improved .their ratings. 
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H. Relationship of MVCC Achievement to Employer Evaluation 

1. Technology program graduates 1 G.P.A. f s were related to their 
employers 1 evaluation. High evaluations for human relation \ 
skills, problem-solving skills, life skills, qt^ality of work, 
quantity of work and "a composite evaluation tended to be 
associated with high G.P.A. f s. 

I- Employability\of Other MVCC Graduates 

1. Eighty-five percent of the employers said that based on their 
present experience with MVCC graduates .they would hire future 
MVCC graduates. 



VII. Additional Comments 



The following selection of unedited statements, omitting student iden- 
tification, were made by empl9yers of the 1975-76 occupational graduates 
This list demonstrates the range of comments. 

A. Employers of Business Graduates 

• I'm very pleased wilh this graduate's and other MVCC students 
that have spent time training at 3M. 



This graduate is a very good worker, works at a steady pace, 
has very good organization and gets along with co-workers. 
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B. Health Science Graduates 

• We have been employingtMVCC MLT's for at least S years and have 
been satisfied. 

• I feel they as a whole have good theory background. I believe 
if most hospitals could have a longer orientation program, our 
problems could somewhat be solved. 

• But even though ^hey seem to be one of th& better prepared A. A. 
programs they still\are not ready to practice in 'the Reality of ' 

■ nursing care. She is one of the more ]s table MVCC nurses I have, 
she is not very confident and although her ideals are high, she 
has been quite frustrated because the reality, of nursing and the 
preparation she had are too far apart. Her adjustment period, 
from new graduate to now has \een very traumatic, on many occasions 
and although she has had almost 9 months experience I "could not in 
good conscious have h&r function independently with any, more 
responsibility than as team leader. * ' 

• She has learned her lessons well. She is cooperative and mixes 
^j)ell with, the other people in the operating room. She has been 

an extremely bright, competent individual and has learned the 
pump technology well within the timits of the best student^ that 
we have had at the present time: 
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' C. Public Service Graduates 



1 



• I am an MVCC graduate. "Sure I think I am good. I am dealing * 
only with older students y find these people fa? above average. . 
And ryost have their life work picked and working at. \Feel you 
can recommend my employee as a student and leader to anyone* 

can only improve with age. ' >* • * v 

• Most are well prepared, t hire many.- , - s. 

• I feel the courses prepare the students well. I would dhoose 
those who seemed to fit into, our type program* especially after 
internship* who loved children and pre school work. I do think 
that some people could never handle this type of situation. ' * 
Something bom in* prerequisites all the courses. 

D. Technology Graduates a V 

* ) 

• My experience with MVCC graduates has been very positive—they . 
have been much more capable them expected. .Based on this* I 
would hire future graduates. 

* 

• J feel this employee lacks in organization patterns, which should 
improve with experience in time to come. 
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. ' Appendix A 29 

MORAINE VALLEY COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
^ Employer Follow-Up 1 

r Provide the following information about the' employee listed below. ^ 

Name 4 of Employee: * , Date i mmt __ 

.Employer: ' J [ , , 



Job Title of Employee: 
Description of Duties*: 



Title of Person Evaluating Employee: 

*************** ********** ******************************** 

For items 1-21, rate the following skills by circling the letter before the number of each statement. Use this 
key: \ - * 

*- 

» a p» Excellent 

b « Good 
c - Fair 

» „ d ■ Poor 

e » Not Applicable 



A. 


HUMAN 


RELATIONS 




a 


b 


\ 

c 


d 


e 


1. < 




a 


b 


c 


d 


e 


2. 




a 


b 


c 


d 


e 


3. 1 




a 


b 


c 


d 


e 


A. ] 




a 


b 


c 


d 


e 


5. 




a 


b 


c 


d 


e 


6. 




a 


b 


c 


d 


e 


7. • 




a 




c 


d 


e 


8. 


B. 


COMMUNICATION 


SKILLS 



Cooperates with fellow workers to get job done. 
Cooperates witfw>supervisor. 

Presents ideas and recommendati.ons to persons or groups in a non-offending wa'y. 
Promotes the use of new ways of doing things, > 



La accessible to others. 



\ 



a 


b 


c 


d 


e 


9, 


Organizes thoughts in writing. 


a 
« 


b 


c 


d 


e 


10, 


Uses appropriate ^grammar and spelling in writing. 


a 


b 


c 


d 


e 


11. 


Adapts writing to the audience. 


a 


b 


c 


d 


e 


12. 


* 

Poised when speaking to groups. 


•a 


b 


c 


d 


e 


13, 


Accomplishes tasks in group situations. 


a 


b 


c 


d 


e 


14, 


Listens to viewpoints of others. 


a 


b 


c 


d 


e 


15, 


Asks questions which clarify task. 


TECHNICAL SKILLS 




a 


b. 


c 


d 


e 


16, 


Handles equipment or instruments with speed. 


a 


b 


c 


d 


e 


17. 


Operates equipment or instruments with accuracy. 


a 


b 


c 


d 


e 


18. 


' Cares for equipment or instruments. 


a 


b v 


c 


d 


e 


19. 


Adapts equipment for new tasks. 


a 


b 


c 


d 


e 


20, 


'Aware of equipment's capabilities. 


a 


b 


c 


d 


e 


21. 


Safety habits— minimizes chances for accidents. 



(Ooev $ pleaee) 



For* items 22-43, rate the following technical skills by circling the letter before the number of each statement* 
Use tills key: * * * . * 

a * Excellent v 
b - Good 

. ■ * .' c - Fair 

d • Poor ' 

e - Not Applicable 

d/ problem solving skills • " \ 



a 


b 


.c 


• d 


e 


22. 


Ability to recognize a problem. . *\ 


a 


b 


c 


d 


■e 


23. 


Ability to define a problem. 


a 


b 


c 


d 


e 


24. 


Ability to consider alternative solutions. • 


^ 


b 


c 


d 


e 


25. 


Ability to implement a solution. e 


a 


b 


c 
c 


^ d 


e 


26". 


Ability to evaluate the solution. 


a 




d * 


e' 


27; 


Budgets time for carrying out the various work activities (scheduling). 


a 


b 


c 


d 


e 


28. 


Combines others' efforts into a common action (coordinating). 


a 


b 


c 


d 


e 


29. 


Divides work into individual jobs and provides a method of* blending the individual 
efforts (organizing). 


a 


b 


c 


d 


e 


39. 


Uses present and past information to. develop a future' course of action (planning). 


a 


b 


c 


d 


e 


31. 


Understands the theory behind the tasks performed. 


a 


b 


c 


d 


e 


32. 


Has depth of knowledge in the various areas required by the Job* . 


a 


b 


c 


d 


e 


33. 


Has range of knowledge required by job. 


LIFE 


SKILLS 








a 


b 


c 


d 


e 


34. 


Appearance 1 presents an appropriate image. ' , 


a 


b 


c 


d 


e 


35. 


Attendance , .reports for work regularly. 


a 


b 


c 


d 


e 


36. 


Adequate reading skills. 


a 


b 


c 


d 


e 


,37. 


Dependability, completes tasks without supervision. 


a , 


b 


c 


d 


e 


38. 


Initiative , doing jobs that need doing. 


a 


b 


c 


d 


e 


39. 


Adaptable to new^situations. * 


GENERAL 


STATEMENTS 




a 


b 


c 


d 


e 


40. 


i 

Quality of work* ability to meet quality demands. 


a 


b 


c 


d 


e 


41. 


Quantity of work, output of satisfactory amount. 


a 


b 


c 


d- 


e 


42. 


The overall suitability of the employee for the kind of job held. 


a 


b 


c 


d 


e 


43. 


The overall attitude of the employee toward work. 



44. Based on your experience with MVCC graduates would you hire future MVCC graduates? 



***************************************** *•* ************** 

THANK YOU FOR YOUR COOPERATION. PLEASE FEEL FREE* TO MAKE ANY ADDITIONAL COMMENTS. ' 



UNIVERSITY Or CALIF. 
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